CELRP- ED- DT (1110) 8 Novenber 2000

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Corps Specifications Steering Committee Meeting
M nut es

1. The Corps Specifications Steering Committee (CSSC) net on
20 and 21 June 2000 in Atlanta, GCeorgia.

2. Announcenents. Joseph MIler, CENVWD- MR- ET-E was absent
due to vacation, Don Bergner, CESPD-ET was absent due to

i nvol venment with a Bay Bridge problem Johnny Baggette and
St eve Gooden both represented SAD because of other
commtnments. Steve Freitas, CESPK was present to give a
presentation on the SPECSI NTACT anendnment procedure. Carl
Kersten, NAVFAC and Ray Duncan, Spec Consultants, were al so
present. Enclosure 1 is the list of attendees.

3. Headquarters Update. Charlie Baldi presented the update
on headquarters issues.

a. Reor gani zat i on. Under the reorganization, ten people
will be in the GAO buil ding, other personnel (Engineering and
Construction) will be located at the Kingman Building at Ft.
Bel voir. The reorgani zation becones official on 16 July.
There will be four branch chiefs instead of approximately 10
before. The chief selections have been nmade. The staff of 88
(pl us vacanci es) has been cut to 70, but 99% of the m ssion
has been retained.

b. CGui dance and Criteria Updates. Rick Dahnke is now in
charge of the guidance and criteria updates. He is in the
Techni cal Policy branch headed by Harry Singh. There are
three teans: environnental policy, construction policy, and
engi neering policy. He has requested total control of funds
for the criteria update programthat wll be handl ed at
Huntsville Center. Rick will oversee the Notice Program
which will be consolidated at Huntsville Center.

C. Subm ttal Conversion. Phase 1 of the conversion of
submttals to the new system has been conpleted. The
dat abases have been upl oaded and will be on the July CCB di sk.

d. Dr. Checks. Rick Dahnke now al so has responsibility for
the Dr. Checks system There is now a corporate agreenent to
adopt Dr. Checks as the official design review system The



ARMS TCX peopl e are aware of the decision.

e. Site licenses. The new site licenses for SPECSI NTACT
support are based on |l ast year’s E&D funds.

f. Resi dent Managenent System (RMS). There is a new guide
spec in systemfor RMS. The specification is nmandated for use
on applicable projects effective 30 June 2000.

g. NASA status. NASA is nmaking drastic cuts in their
criteria programand is |ooking to the Corps for help. NASA
HQUSACE, and OVB are | ooking at the situation.

h. M scel | aneous. Rick Dahnke will not have responsibility
for architectural specs. Charlie Baldi will handl e npost
incomng Civil Wirks itens in Engineering and Construction,

i ncludi ng customer representative type issues, dealing with

i ndustry, etc. Airfield pavenent is now under Water

Resour ces.

4. Navy. Carl Kersten reported that the Navy is

reorgani zing their criteria program He is noving to the
Norfolk as a team | eader for four or five architects who wll
be doi ng guide specifications and criteria. Some personnel
from Port Huenene retired; others have transferred. Carl wll
al so be involved in the Tri-Service specifications issues.

5. M nutes of Last Meeting. The m nutes of the 2 March 2000
meeting were presented. Anil Nisargand nade a notion that the
nm nut es be approved, and Larry Seal s seconded.

6. Hamrer Award nom nation. Freddie reported that the award
nom nati on had been subm tted.

7. Partnering with Navy and NASA. Carl Kersten, NAVFAC was
present at the neeting. Tom Henshaw, NASA was contacted by
emai |, but Freddie Rush was not able to talk to him Navy and
NASA have open invitation to our neetings. Rick Dahnke
reported that the | ast schedul ed partnering neeting was

post poned, and the next neeting would be 17 July 2000. Rick
and Ray Navi di attended the CSI version of sanme nmeeting. Work
is proceeding with a Tri-Service docunent type. The purpose
is toinsure that the criteria are the sane when publi shed.
There are working groups for the process and sone criteria
docunments are being issued. The goal of the programis to
have one docunent type for all services, (There are currently
TM nmanual s, etc., depending on the agency), and to unify the
specifications. Two people from each agency (Jim Quinn and

Ri ck Dahnke for the Corps) will neet to decide how to proceed



on uni fying the speciation. The meeting will occur sonetinme
in the sumrer of 2000. Wbrk on merging specifications should
begin in FY 2001. Freddie Rush stated that there is already
sone agreenent on submttals. Rick Dahnke said there woul d
probably al so be work on the paint specifications since GSA is
canceling the Comrercial |tem Descriptions upon which current
gui de specifications are based. Currently the only United

St ates standards are SSPC, etc., Canadi an standards, (such as
MPA), will also be |looked at. Rick stated that the
Architectural specifications should also be easy to conbine.

Mechani cal specifications will be nore difficult because Corps
of Engi neers specifications are system based and Navy
specifications are conponent-based. |t was suggested that

tailoring m ght be the key to conbining specifications while
provi di ng sonme uni queness. There are also some problens with
Cor ps of Engi neers specifications such as concrete, etc.

Questions remain on who will be responsible for what work, and
how the unified systemw || be maintained. The Navy doesn’t
have a notice program Jim Quinn reported that there are
currently 417 Corps specs, 57 of which are Civil Works. Navy
has about 400 specifications. The Navy doesn't have a
specifications commttee now. There have been sone
tel econferences, but a conmmttee hasn’t nmet for about a year.
Carl Kersten said he would try to get the criteria nmanagers
toget her, at |east by tel econference.

Ani | Ni sargand asked if commercial specifications could be
used for standard items. Rick Dahnke replied that there is a
problemw th comrercial specifications, because they don't

i ncl ude Federal mandates. Freddie Rush said there is also a
difference in philosophy outside the Governnment; Governnment
specifications have to address conpetition, socio-economn c
policies, and SPECSI NTACT conpatibility. Ray Duncan agreed
that there is a problemw th using proprietary specifications,
and that there would be a better chance with state
specifications because they should al so be addressing soci o-
econom ¢ policy and using Army/ Navy type specifications. He
al so reported that the National Institute of Building Sciences
(NIBS) was trying to devel op an open conpetition specification
for nationw de use, but hasn’'t been able to develop it.

Larry Seals stated that Corps of Engineers specifications are
a primary source for distributing Lessons Learned. Design-
Build contracting also has to incorporate Federal mandates,
etc. He reported that a group is working on extracting such
requi renments from gui de specifications and other criteria and
will prepare a requirenments docunent for Requests for
Proposals. It will possibly be suitable for Design-Build



contracts. The docunent will possibly by Uniformt, but CSI’s
Perspective is al so being investigated.

The discussion turned to Design-Build issues. Ray Duncan
expressed a concern about sone problens with Perspective -
DBI A is made up of contractors, and there nmay be some
responsibility issues. The owner has certain obligations that
can't be del egated, such as environnmental, safety, etc. He
recommended not rushing into Design-Build. Another problemis
t hat owners have no conprehension of what it is actually
costed in a project since their only input is fromthe
bui l ders. Sonme experience indicates that there may be no cost
saving. He suggested that there are places where it is
appropriate, such as areas like cell phone towers, where the

i ndustry has know edge that the designers don't.

Jim Quinn stated that CSI/DBIA is working on a Gover nnent
friendly version of the Design-Build package. Johnny Baggette
said that Mlitary Prograns uses Design-Build for

congressi onal insert work by mandate, unless speci al

di spensation is obtained. The Navy has reported good results
in sonme divisions with work being completed within time and
cost. Carl Kerstin reported that sone Navy offices are using
a two-step design-build build process and are payi ng
contractors for preparing plans and specifications. SouthDIv
(Navy) is using very few drawi ngs, relying nostly on the
speci ficati ons.

There was al so di scussion on paying for design under a design-
build contract. The Navy pays a stipend for the design,
however, Corps guidance is not clear. One of advantage of
Design-Build is that it permts executing the program quickly
since design and construction funds are obligated the same
year. There was al so di scussion on the actual costs of
design-build contracting and how the costs are tracked

t hroughout the entire process. The process has been used for
fam |y housing with varying results. Steve Gooden reported

t hat Savannah Di strict had consi dered using the Perspective
program for a project, but has not used it yet. The Navy
currently has a contract to work out sonme of the problens

i nvol ved in using Perspective for Governnent contracts.

Upon returning to the original discussion of partnering with
Navy and NASA, Freddie Rush said that he would do nore to
coordinate email with Navy and NASA. Rick Dahnke will get
tri-service nmeeting mnutes on our website.

M ke Dahl qui st suggested that there may be a need to work to
i nfluence regul ations, etc. to work toward mai ntaining a



singl e guide spec system This would result in guiding,

rather than reacting to situations. Freddie Rush questioned
how t he Resi dent Managenent System would work with design-
build. He suggested that we need to keep a broad focus on the
i ssue.

St eve Gooden recommended setting up a task group to work with
Perspective to get it working like Navy is doing. He said
that the barrack project that was being | ooked at was too
conplex and the tinme frane was too short frame to | earn new
software. Freddie Rush rem nded the commtted that we had
probl ems getting districts to use SPECSI NTACT; we have to
consider the districts response to new progranms. The

Speci ficati ons Workshop indicated that Districts are using
SPECSI NTACT to sonme extent, and therefore are | ooking to the
Steering Comm ttee for support. Construction is also |ooking
for SPECSI NTACT to provide input to RMS.

Ray Duncan suggested that, due to costs and |limted nunber of
subscriptions sold, Perspective m ght not survive. Jim Quinn
said that Perspective is not the only option; we are doing
Design-Build without it. Freddie stated that we should | ook
at alternatives.

8. El ection of District nmenbers. Two nom nations were

submtted: Steve Freitas - Sacranmento District and Doug Crum -

St Paul District. Two other potential nom nees had declined.
Dave Barber made a notion to accept the nom nees, Anil

Ni sargand seconded. There was no di scussion. The notion

passed unani nously. Since there was no vote, Doug Crum was

selected to be the new secretary. Freddie Rush noted that

Steve was al so being funded for participation on the

SPECSI NTACT board. He al so suggested having Steve Freitas

start the SPECSI NTACT users group.

9. Specifications Workshop. John Kerkowski reported the
following informati on for the workshop

Recei pts

54 attendees at @60.00 = $3, 240. 00
Expenses

Portfolio' s $1, 535.00

Pens 277. 45

Shi ppi ng/ Handl i ng 92. 50

Hot el , conference room 3 days 1,227.20

M scel | aneous supplies 58. 26
Bal ance $ 49.50



Freddi e reported that some of the letters discussed at the
March CSSC neeting had been sent. He will send the remaining
letters. The next conference is tentatively being planned for
2003.

10. Virtual Information Library. Freddie Rush reported that
the requests for information on standards had been sent out to
the districts. One was a prioritized list from CSSC aski ng
for verification that the districts would support the program
Responses had not been anal yzed yet. Ri ck Dahnke had budged
funds for maintenance of publications in FY 00 and FY 01,
however, current policy is that Headquarters can pay for
support but not for buying publications, so the fundi ng was
renmoved for both years and will be put back in the FY 02
budget. A decision has not been made yet on how paynment wl |
be made for standards. There are |ists of publications, but
no prices. Rick said that it is difficult to negotiate
w t hout noney. The letter that went out didn't give a formul a
for the charges or what cost savings would be.

Johnny Baggette noted that sone docunments aren't available in
el ectronic formand have to be ordered in hard copy. Don
Carmen reported that he had done research and sent an email to
CSSC nenbers on alternatives eval uated, cost per docunents,
access, etc. He included potential savings with different
systens and coverages. St. Paul District’s costs went from
$60, 000 contract to $10, 000 budget for pay as you go.
Baltimore District budgeted $250, 000, but only spent $111, 000
| ast year. | HS charges for each docunent; ILI only charges

t he organi zati on once per docunent, so a library could be
built. Steve Freitas reported that Sacramento District went
from $27,000 to $2,100 by going pay as you go. He said that
he woul d prefer a discount to Headquarters nmanagenent.

Don Carnmen noted that it |ooks |ike people want el ectronic
format, and the inpetus should be on saving noney.

Ri ck Dahnke said that ILI would also tell who in organization
has docunments so it may not be necessary to get another copy.

M ke Dahl qui st said that, if cost is not an issue IHS is best
way to go, but cost is a factor. He said we m ght not need a
Cadillac. A bulk discount would help with costs.

Freddi e Rush noted that at the tine the process was started,
only IHS could provide the necessary standards el ectronically;
apparently the situation has changed. He also noted that sone
standards m ght be on CCB. Rick Dahnke said that the WES

i brarian has conpared the IHS and CCB lists. He also said



that the Bul k purchase for CCB will expire at end of FY Ol.

At that tinme, continued purchases will have to be centrally
funded, which is unlikely, or through |ocal purchase. N BS
w Il present a business case in July, which may include nore

reference publications. N BS would negotiate with |IHS,
resulting in something that would probably be simlar to a
basic service with a subscription code for other publications.
This issue is currently on the table for the Tri Service
group. Rick also noted that the Safety Office got noney for a
bul k purchase of NFPA, that permts five sinultaneous users,
but he didn't know if it was only for Headquarters, or if it
was Corps-wide. |If it is available Corps-wide, Rick will nmake
the informati on avail abl e.

I n discussing the differences between the various vendors, it
was noted that with USA and ILI, the purchase is from USA or
LI, not fromorganization. The District then owns the copy
and doesn't have to pay for additional copies. |HS provides a
site license per building and charges for other copies. I LI
woul d track purchases to prevent a District from paying for
nore than one copy of a standard. Freddi e Rush suggested that
a designer could get a docunment, then pass it on to
Construction. JimQuinn said that if it were legally
perm ssi ble, the docunment could be put on the District server.

Ani | Ni sargand enphasi zed that Area O fices should have access
fromtheir conputer to docunents because they don't have
sufficient storage space for hard copies. The NI BS system
woul d be web-based. Don Carmen cautioned that soneone woul d
have to watch nonthly/yearly fees. Rick Dahnke noted that the
Corps is not currently paying for CCB; we are only paying for
SPECSI NTACT. Purchase of CCB would have to be controllable by
the district due to different sizes and requirenents.

Freddi e Rush stated that we need to get something to use until
the CCB system for standards is available. Rick said that he
needs to know the prices for standard to have a basis for
negotiating a contract. Johnny Baggette said that we need to
share with the districts what other districts are doing and
what i s happening with central purchase. Charlie Bal di
suggested that we could explain what we are doi ng, what other
districts are doing, and what is happening on central
purchase. Freddie recommended that the Division nenbers
informtheir districts. |t was suggested that the E&C

newsl| etter could be used

Don Carnmen said that we need to be flexible to accept sone
hard copy if cheaper than all electronic. The survey didn't
clarify if this would nmeet the users needs. Freddie suggested



asking districts what would actually neet their needs. M ke
Dahl qui st said that the question could have different answer
dependi ng on who pays for service. The request for

i nformati on woul d have to make cl ear who would pay for the
standards. Rick Dahnke responded that he needs to get cost
information, then figure out how to pay for the service. He
said he could try to use year-end noney for sone standards.
He woul d al so check with the Safety O fice on the possibility
of using their contract for NFPA. |ILI would cost $50, 000 for
the i ndex, then a charge per docunent downl oaded. This woul d
result in a basic cost of approximately $1,300 per district if
all participated. He asked if the CSSC would want to pursue
| LI concept. He noted that both ILI and USA coul d neet Corps
needs as well as IHS. Don Carnen said that he had not been
recommending ILI, just presenting information. Steve Freitas
said that nost standards can currently be obtained fromthe
st andards organi zati on or vendors with credit card on

| nt er net . M ke Dahl qui st said that this gets very difficult
to adm ni ster because each purchase is a separate action. By
usi ng service an account could be set up account to charge
against. Anil Nisargand agreed that individual purchase is

|l ess efficient that maintaining access throughout the district
for a standard. Don Carnen enphasi zed that the scope should
permt sonme hard copies access because requiring all

el ectronic format could limt the selection to IHS. He said
that the average docunment cost is $40, with a range of $25 to
$1000.

St eve Gooden said that we know what the districts are doing;
Headquarters needs to | ook at the options to provide the |ist
of what we need. He suggested that we need an RFP process
with technical evaluation to provide what we need. Steve
Freitas asked if Headquarters has the contract, would al
districts have to go there? Charlie Baldi suggested that
Headquarters m ght pay for index with the districts paying for
actual docunments. Freddie Rush suggested that the contract
probably woul dn't prohibit districts fromgetting docunents
cheaper el sewhere. He stressed that we need to make it clear
t hat "cheaper"” docunments may have additional adm nistrative
costs that would elimnate cost savings.

Johnny Baggette said that we need el ectronic or quick access,
possi bly same day, but we may have to back off from i mmediate
access Corps-wide and let the districts address the need for
sone docunments individually. M ke Dahl quist said that the RFP
process would identify what is available. He suggested that
nmost conmmonly used docunents are avail able electronically, and
that electronic availability varies by organization nore than
vendor. Rick Dahnke said that same day may be too



restrictive, and that 24-hour or next day delivery such as
FedEx m ght be sufficient. The nethod may depend on the
docunment size. There should al so be Safeguards agai nst making
duplicate purchases by the sanme organi zation such as |LlI
provides. Anil Nisargand said that there could be a problem
with storing hard copies. Johnny Baggette suggested that they
coul d be scanned and stored electronically. M ke Dahl qui st
noted that ASTM and ANSI standards on USA are all electronic.

USA includes unlimted access to the ASTM s, which can be
viewed online. Wth ILI the docunments have to be downl oaded
to view and nust be paid for

11. SI CCB/ Amendnent s/ SMRL. The next neeting of the SICCB is
schedul ed for July 2000. Steve Freitas and Jim Quinn will
attend, Rick Dahnke may al so attend. The 32-bit version of
SPECSI NTACT is scheduled to be out the end of FY 2000.

a. Subm ttal Register. Rick asked that the Army ENG 4288 be
taken out and the Navy submttal register be used. The

Construction regulation will be modified. |In order to use the
RMS submttal register, SPECSINTACT will have to produce a
submttal list for the project. The format of the submtta

i st must be approved by Tri Service. Steve Freitas suggested
addi ng the submttal list to end of Section 01330. Rick said

that a single register is still needed in the system and it
will probably be close to Navy's submittal list, which is
close to the RMS requirenents. A submttal register wl

still be required for non-RMS type projects, however only one
register will be needed, not the three currently in use.

Freddi e Rush suggested that, if only Arny uses the list, there
m ght be sonme resistance to preparing it. Rick said that NASA
m ght also want a list. It was agreed that the goal should be
to work toward a common subm ttal register or list which would
neet all needs.

b. Amendnents. The 32-bit version of SPECSI NTACT |ets you

i ndi cate percent conplete (35% 60% final) for a project. It
permts creation of folders under Printdata for each phase.

It will also have .pdf driver. A separate .pdf folder will be
created for each submttal level. The entire section, or

i ndi vi dual pages can be printed. The 32-bit version will have
better page control, but may still require inserting sone page

breaks. Steve Freitas said that Sacramento District currently
used bold italicized instead of underline for insertions and
stri ket hrough for del etions.

c. Standard Master Reference List (SMRL). Jim Quinn reported
that IHS is currently maintaining the SMRL under contract to
SPECSI NTACT for all three agencies.



12. Submittals. Jim Quinn reported that Phase | of the

subm ttal conversion has been conpleted. This involved
changi ng subm ttal paragraphs and introductory notes. The “G
has been changed to “GA” and “FI O has been taken out. Phase
Il will consist of |ooking at submttal designations. This
may require two parts to be manageabl e: paragraph format and
designations. There are still some format changes needed and
changes to SD nunbers and titles. He estimted that Phase |1
woul d be conpleted by the end of FY 2000. I TM and LST tags
haven’t been changed yet.

JimQuinn also said there is a need to |ook at distance

| earning to supplenent the Prospect specifications course. He
said then an effort could be nmade toward putting current
information on the Internet, if noney is available. This
could then be devel oped further. The information that has
been devel oped for the course is alnost ready to put on the

I nternet; sanple |lessons and testing devices are needed to
conplete it. Freddie suggested that this should be a

suppl enment, not replacenent for the Prospect course because
there is a lot of learning that takes place at courses due to
presence of different districts.

M ke Dahl qui st reported that he had sent an email to Freddie
Rush on submittal processes. Hi s paper was based on

di scussions at the |l ast CSSC neeting and addressed nunber of
subm ttals and what to do with “FIO submttals. M ke had
suggested waiting until other processes related to submttals
have been conpl eted, doing nore research to see what is going
on within corps, other agencies, private industry, and be
ready to nove when the time is right to address it. Freddie
Rush reported that the current MVD policy on submttals is
based on di scussions with contractors and was prepared by
Construction. Since the Corps doesn't have the resources
required to check submttals, the intent of the policy was to
[imt number of submttals. There is still disagreenment

bet ween Engi neering and Construction. Engineering wants to
have sone say in “FIO submttals. Steve Freitas stated that
Sacramento District has had Construction and Engi neering agree
on submttals. M ke Dahl qui st noted that the nunber of
submttals in Concrete Gui de Specs has been reduced due to an
enphasis on system submttals instead of individual

subm ttals. John Kerkowski noted that what do you do with the
submttal, could be significant cost for AE (Title II

services) jobs since AE costs during construction aren't
funded. Mlitary Construction has elim nated contingencies in
fundi ng so the Subm ttal Register could have significant cost
on project. AE s have an interest in putting “GA” on

10



submttals if they are doing Title Il. Freddie Rush said that
sone districts are requiring “GA” on AE projects as quality
control on AE design; however, this is an expensive way of
doing it quality control. Rick Dahnke noted that the

desi gners coul d change the guide specification designations.
Freddi e Rush asked if there is a need to educate Engi neering
with Construction feedback on the costs of submttals and the
val ue added? Designers need to think through decision on
costs associated with submttals, since wi thout a contingency;
subm ttal review costs conme out of construction Supervision
and Adm nistration. M ke Dahl quist said that there is also a

perceived question on liability, i.e. can a contractor proceed
when “FI O submittal is submtted, or nmust he wait for
response. Rick Dahnke noted that |imting the nunmber of

submttals is addressed in the Specifications regul ation.

Tats Hirata noted that the MVD policy permts slight variation
in “FIO, and that some of his people think any variations
should be “GA”. Freddie Rush stated that the FAR requires
noting any variations on submttals.

13. CEGS error reporting. Omaha District had submtted a
paper on SPECSI NTACT error reports. Jim Quinn has checked

| at est update and reported that the errors consist of
brackets, section references, and unresolved references. His
sunmary of the errors was:

Of the 417 gui de specifications:
25 have bracket process errors (21 CW 4 MP)

43 have section references errors (26 CW 17 MP) six
of the MP guide spec errors were blanks for section
nunbers that show up as error.

Unresol ved references errors. Ni ne have references
in text but not in the references paragraph (3 CW 6
MP). Ten have references in the references
paragraph but not in the text (2 CW 8 MP). Some
errors may show up in both categories because of
extra spaces, etc.

Jimsaid that in sone cases, the changes have been made, but
the Notice hasn't been approved, an in sone cases they are
wai ting for other updates. Scott noted that having brackets
on entire subpart would al so show up as an error.

14. Updating References. Jim Quinn reported on the process

for updating references in the guide specifications. Notices
are used for updating. One reference may be in several

11



di fferent guide specs, so it may take a while to update all of
t he guide specs. There are currently 2,966 references from
198 organizations in the guide specs. There is no uniformty
in way publications are designated; in sone cases, an
identifier has to be assigned. It takes years to devel op

st andards, and may take nonths to get the updated standards
and change gui de specs. The Standard Master Reference List
(SMRL) lists all references in guide specifications in one

| ocation. An attenpt is made to keep it up to date. The SMRL
is used to change references in guide specs. Wen a guide
spec references a standard, designers and field personnel need
to have the reference also. One solution - shortcut tinme

bet ween identifying changed reference and getting it into

gui de specs. SPECSI NTACT has a mechani smto nake changes

t hr oughout the database, which NASA uses. Anil Nisargand
noted that different dates may occur in different sections,
and nmentioned that sonme agencies don't use dates, but use
ternms such "as currently available". Jim Quinn stated that
the FAR requires citing specific reference dates. The
Government is liable for designing to standards in effect at
time of design. John Kerkowski asked if there is any benefit
to be gained by making constant changes to keep all specs up
to date at all tinmes. Freddie Rush said that the design is
based on the standard that is cited in spec; therefore
construction nust be to that standard, even if a later
standard exists which is not referenced. Jimsaid that the
goal is to review guide specifications each year, so at nost,
a guide specification is one year out of date. Also, due to
ti me between design and construction, a standard may be out of
date by time it is built.

Steve Freitas reported that a problem has also come up with
different standards within the sanme job. It is the designer's
responsibility to verify standards within job. Ray Duncan
said that this shouldn’'t be a problem since construction
shoul d be to the referenced standard, however, field people
and contractors don’t like it this concept. Anil Ni sargand
suggested that designers normally just edit the guide
specification and don't verify any references. He asked if
the technical person for each spec keep up with changes in
standards for their specification? John Kerkowski said that,
if a designer is aware of change in a standard, he should
alert the appropriate technical people to make the change to
the specification. Rick Dahnke stated that his boss is
adamant |y opposed to gl obal change to update all references.

Jim Quinn stated that IHS is coordinating with the standards

agenci es to assign designations for unnunbered references. In
t he past, the designations were assigned by Corps. IHS is

12



coordi nati ng changes in designations to be as sinmple as
possi ble. The SMRL is now a Tri-agency docunent, however,
Navy and NASA docunent references are still being added.

Steve Freitas asked how the SVMRL is being used in relation to
survey for virtual library. Jim Quinn said that he doesn't
think any service will provide us all 2966 docunents
referenced in guide specs. Steve Freitas said that the survey
shoul d provi de good feedback for what standards districts
really use. He noted that there are sone desi gn standards
that are not referenced in the guide specifications;

therefore, they aren't in SMRL.

Freddi e Rush said that the consensus is to not recomrend any
change in procedures at this time. He suggested that, if date
of a reference is dropped, date of design is inplied, however,
the FAR requires, and CSI recommends using, a date. The
commtted recommends that gl obal changes should not be made to
gui de specifications without review ng individual
specifications.

15. Combining Notice Prograns. Rick Dahnke said that al
specifications work is now under Civil Wrks. Since
Huntsville has responsibility for 85% of the guide specs, he
recomends consolidating the Notice Program under Huntsville.
Jim Quinn provided the followi ng informtion:

There should be 242 Mlitary Program and 19 Civi
Wor ks notices issued between July 1999 and June
2000. This is less than normal due to the reduced
budget .

The average cost is $800 per noti ce.

Huntsville could apply uniform procedures to the
whol e Notice process with a single program It
woul d be nore efficient and provide nore notices for
| ess unit cost.

Fundi ng should be 85% M litary Progranms and 15 %
Civil Wrks based on the nunber of docunents.

Jim Quinn recommended that the program should be consoli dated
prior to 30 Septenber so the new program would be in place for
the new fiscal year. He said that there could be sone
econom es on the Civil Works side since Civil Wrks technical
representatives are not in Huntsville, and are not funded

t hrough the Notice Program Mlitary Program techni cal
representatives are located in Huntsville and are funded by
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the Notice Program The technical representatives are

establi shed by the specification proponents, and shoul d stay
the same. A consolidated program would give an opportunity to
revi ew procedures and the |l evel of coordination. Charlie
Bal di said that it isn’t known how rmuch noney woul d be needed
for technical representatives. Rick Dahnke asked if a budget
could be established now, since the information will be needed
to defend a decision to consolidate the Notice Program Jim
Quinn said that the level of effort and funding nust al so be
decided. He said that last year it was deterni ned that the
program coul d be reduced. He also stated that we can get

what ever can be produced fromthe funds avail abl e.

Ri ck Dahnke will prepare a request for proposal for the
conmbi ned Notice Program Rick said to handle the Civil Wrks
part the same as MIlitary Progranms. Scott Stewart will get a

cost for Civil Works technical representatives. Larry Seals
suggested that division reorgani zation and district efforts to
get technical 13's could provide a source for technical
representatives. It could be a win-win programfor divisions
and districts. It could also be used where vacanci es exi st.
John Ker kowski suggest that, based on needs identified, a data
call could be sent out for technical representatives. Freddie
Rush said the we need to identify what guide specifications
need technical representatives, then go to divisions and
districts to get qualification nom nations subnitted through
proponents. Jim Quinn said MIlitary Program specification
don't have any gui de specifications which need proponents.
Scott Stewart will identify requirenents for the Civil Wrks
speci fications.

Freddi e Rush asked if we need to update the proponents for
gui de specifications due to the reorganization at
Headquarters. Charlie Baldi stated that we need to do it.
JimQuinn will update current list to include all Mlitary
Progranms and Civil Works proponents; Rick and Charlie wll
then update the list to reflect the new organi zation. Rick
said that the architectural specifications that he was
proponent for will go to an architect, and Charlie Baldi's
specification proponents will also change. Anil Ni sargand
guestioned the need for tech proponents. Rick Dahnke said
t hat someone is needed to chanpi on for updates, etc. Freddie
Rush said that we also need to keep them because their

i nvol venent keeps visibility at Headquarters.

Jim Quinn said he would |ike to have the Notice approval

process revised to permt issuing the notices along with a
notification to the technical representatives and technical
proponents. He said that currently, sone notices don't get
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publ i shed because they are out of date by tinme of approval.

He al so said that 90% of the notices issued are due to
reference publication changes that are outside control of the
technical representative or technical proponent. The approva
t akes process takes too long, and the nonapproval rate is 1 or
2% Rick Dahnke said it should be able to get technical
reviewers approval for architectural and possibly electrical
specifications, but probably not for mechani cal

specifications. Freddie Rush suggested issuing notices and
sending themto the technical representatives and technical
proponents, since we could make changes if needed. Rick
Dahnke said he would rather have the technical representatives
approve the changes and notify the technical proponent by copy
to provide any policy review comments. Jim Quinn suggested
that the technical proponent would have ultimte
responsibility for approval, which could be inplied unless
they specifically disapprove it.

Scott Stewart said that it makes sense to conbine it since the
functions have been conbi ned at Headquarters, but there is a
concern about |oss of funding. He suggested that Vicksburg
District could work for Huntsville to do sone updates. Jim
Quinn said that Huntsville could provide sone noney for notice
review. O the 57 Civil Wbrks guide specifications, 8 specs
have technical representatives fromother districts and there
are 18 different technical representatives within Vicksburg
District. Scott said that Vicksburg District managenent had
not seen Jim Quinn's paper, so he could not say what the
District position would be.

Charlie Baldi summarized that there seens to be an agreenent
to combine the Notice Prograns, but we need to work out the
process. Rick Dahnke asked that a proposed budget be

devel oped. Jim Quinn said that in the past the funding |evel
was given to him

Rick said there m ght also be a need for budgeting to conbine
specs.

16. NI BS Proposal. Ray Duncan said that the National

I nstitute of Building Sciences (NIBS) was chartered in 1974 to
act as an interface between industry and Governnent. NI BS
coul d provide sonme tasks and keep in Government in technica
control of specifications. The benefits include:

responsi veness, quality in tagging and formatting, reduced
costs of personnel. The idea would be to do sone things
currently done at Huntsville, Vicksburg and the Navy, such as
checking the SMRL with gui de specifications and make
recommendat i ons on changes, which would be sent forward to the
technical representatives. After approval, the guide
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specifications would be placed on the Internet and CCB. It
woul d be necessary to define exactly what the CSSSC woul d want
done, then put together a cost estimate. The technical
representatives would remain in the Governnment since this is
i nherently a Governnment responsibility. N BS could make
recomendat i ons on changes to the technical representatives.
NI BS woul d format gui de specifications, etc. Rick Dahnke
asked what this would cost. Ray said it would first be
necessary to identify what we want done. Jim Quinn said that
the SMRL is currently contracted out under the SI contract,
and that we could possibly will contract out the submttal
revisions. John Kerkowski asked if it would be all or none
for the program or for individual specs. Jim Quinn said that
t he whol e program would affect 3 or 4 people, including 1 FTE
at Vicksburg District. Steve Gooden said that he questions
the prem se that contracting is cheaper; why would a

Gover nment agency give work to quasi-governnment agency? Ray
Duncan said that the work woul d be done by | ower pay

enpl oyees. Jim Quinn said that there would still be a
managenment function to perform NI BS being nonprofit has
advant ages over other contract.

Charlie Baldi said that it is easier to get funds for
contracting out than for Corps office due to conm tnent.
Charlie said that we should | ook at the possibility. Rick
Dahnke suggested that we could | ook at nerging Corps and Navy
specifications. There is a |legal question on whether we can
sole source to NIBS; it may have to be conpeted. Earl Kenneth
from NI BS says that sole sourcing has been done. The Navy has
had sone sole source studies. Jim Quinn rem nded the
commtted that the SMRL is currently contracted to I HS. Under
that contract, a conparison program conpares Navy, NASA and
Cor ps guide specifications to see what to add or delete. |HS
mai ntai ns reference dates and titles.

Freddi e Rush suggested that the commttee would need to see a
cost for proposal. Charlie Baldi said scope would have to be
prepared for a proposal. JimQuinn will identify clerical and
adm ni strative requirenments and provide themto Rick Dahnke.
John Ker kowski suggested that we should resolve the sole
source issue prior to proceeding with proposal. NI BS should
also identify the sole source issues.

17. Joint ER on Plans and Specifications. Freddie Rush had
sent out a draft scope of work for conmbining the Engi neering
Regul ations on plans and specification. There was
overwhel m ng consensus fromthe CSSC nenbers to have a

conbi ned ER for specs and plans. Sonme conments were received,
however, none were major. Sone conmments suggested to
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i ncludi ng Support For Others, design docunments and design
anal ysis (conpl ete package), and HTRW Freddi e said that
expandi ng the scope would require bringing in other expertise.
The design aspect would require Headquarters approval.
Charlie Baldi said that he was not confortable paying for

ot her aspects suggested. He has nobney to start for the plans
and specifications aspects. Steve Gooden stated that the

pl ans and specifications aspect was big enough for its own
regul ati on. John Kerkowski asked if we could address both
prograns, or basic a docunent for philosophy, then put

i npl ementation in appendices. That way, an HTRW appendi x
could be added later. The appendices could then change

i ndependent |y of basic docunent. Ri ck Dahnke said that al
regul ati ons are under the jurisdiction of one branch chi ef
now. Anil Ni sargand said that he favors the philosophy, wth
specific inplenmentation. Dave Barber said that one docunent
says design analysis is part of plans and specifications, and
anot her says that design docunentation is part of plans and
specifications; therefore, both should be included in the ER

Freddi e Rush questioned if this is this now outside our
charge, since we are a specification commttee. Don Carnen
asked if the new regulation would elimnate specifications ER
Freddie said that it would. The plans ER exists, but it
hasn't been updated. The new ER would only be putting the
specifications and plans ER s together. Adding design policy
woul d greatly expand scope and nunber of people invol ved.
Freddi e suggested that we could offer to do the plans and
specifications regul ation, and bring add policy if approved.
Charlie Baldi said he would prefer to stay with only plans and
specifications in order to get the regulation done. Dave
Bar ber said that since ER 1110-345-700 includes HTRW it would
have to be addressed also. Freddie Rush said that Appendix D
was al ready taken out of ER 1110-345-700; the new regul ation
woul d be taking out Appendix C. Wth only two sections |left,
it would have to be revised. It would then be possible to do
a separate ER on design analysis for both Civil Wrks and
Mlitary Prograns since they are both under the sanme office.
Steve Gooden said that this is outside CSSC area. Charlie
Bal di or Rick Dahnke will talk to Harry Singh about it. |If
the concept is satisfactory, we could do it with a separate
appendi x for Design Analysis, Design Docunentation Report,
Pl ans and Specifications. Steve Freitas said that nost of the
pl ans ER has been replaced by Tri-Service guidance. Charlie
Bal di suggested that Vicksburg District could take the | ead
and assenble a team Rick Dahnke said that, if we can get a
draft, we could get reviewers. Freddie Rush suggested that a
scope could be put together for approval. Rick Dahnke said
that since we are end users for all docunments, it is a |ogical
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extension of the CSSC charter.

18. SPECSI NTACT Users Group. A SPECSI NTACT users group was
recommended at the Specifications Wrkshop. The CSSC wil |

nove ahead on it. The users group will consist of about 10
menbers, preferably power users, and will have neetings about
2 times per year. Indyne (the SPECSI NTACT contractor) will be

invited to the neetings. One nenber should be sel ected per
division to act as chanpion for the division. Steve Freitas
wll work on setting up the group, probably in next nonth or
so. Steve Freitas said that the group would probably have a
web page connected to CSSC page. He said it would probably
start in October 2000. Steve will send Charlie Baldi and
Freddi e Rush an estimate for operation of the users group.
Charlie Baldi said that travel will be paid for but probably
not | abor, unless sufficient funds are available. Steve
Freitas said that he also wants to establish a chat room The
first nmeeting will be to get group together, other nmeetings
will only be to discuss matters that conme up. Larry Seals
suggested putting together a paper explaining purpose, etc.,
prior to soliciting menbers. He suggested that the best
candi dates woul d be those who do end processing of specs.

19. Conbi ni ng Gui de Specs. The Environnmental Guide

Speci fication is being done. Charlie Baldi reported that
Headquarters has agreed to conbi ning gui de specifications, and
that the work will be done when the guide specifications are
updated. No funds are currently available. Rick Dahnke wi |
det erm ne when the guide specifications are to be updated.

20. Status of Recommendati ons.

a. Recommendation No. 15 - conbini ng gui de specs -
Headquarters has agreed to do this when the specifications are
updat ed

b. Recomendation No. 14 - updating guide specifications at
same tinme as related criteria is update — this wll be

i mpl emrented under Criteria and CGui dance Update Program - Rick
is now in charge of both.

c. Recommendation No. 13 - Industry Standards — this was
al ready di scussed.

d. Recommendation No. 12 - CSI/SAME conpetition - Ray Duncan
has not heard anything on it |ately

e. Recommendation No. 11 — workshop — this will be discussed
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| at er.

21. Funding Status. The conmttee currently has about
$100,000. Pittsburgh District will need about $15,000 this
fiscal year for the Concrete Rehabilitation guide spec and
$60, 000 next year. Charlie Baldi will check with M K. Lee on
updating the roller conpacted concrete gui de specification.
The rest of the funds will be carried over, about $50, 000.

M ke Dahl qui st suggested conbi ni ng sonme gui de specs ahead of
schedul e. Freddie Rush said there m ght also be sone guide
specifications to be updated.

Johnny Baggette said that there are some comrerci al
specifications that are generic, and that we m ght want to
| ook at sonme to see what the differences are with Corps guide
specifications. Charlie Baldi said that GEN Gennega had
previously been told that we would use comerci al guide
specifications for Civil Wrks when possible. W have already
elimnated several Civil Wrks guide specifications. Ray
Duncan stressed that we can't just use commrerci al
specifications; they have to be put in SPECSI NTACT format,
have submttals set up, etc. Anil Nisargand suggested get
commercial specifications for technical proponents to review
with CEGS, and edit the CEGS as needed to be conparabl e.
Freddi e Rush said that this could be a significant effort.
Johnny Baggette suggested that we probably have a | ot of
information in our specifications that is covered by code and
doesn't need to be there. Ray Duncan agreed that AE s have
told himthat there is information in our guide specifications
that is not needed. W tend to repeat a | ot of standard
i nformation, FARs, etc. in our guide specifications which
shoul dn't be done. John Kerkowski suggested the committee
could query districts to see if there is a custonmer with smal
project that could be done with commercial specifications for
conpari son purposes; then analyze the results. This would
hel p us see how feasible it would be to use commercial specs.
Larry Seals said that ARCOM would |ike us to use conmerci al
specs. Johnny Baggette said that conmmercial specifications
have been used for Design-Build. Larry Seals said that for
our processes and Quality Control, we need a SPECSI NTACT
version of the comrercial specifications. It was suggested
t hat commercial specifications could be used to inmprove our
specs on section-by-section basis. Don Carnmen suggested that
t he Corps should keep their m nds open for other systens for
specs in case a better nmousetrap cones along. Ray Duncan said
t hat packages in future m ght not | ook anything |ike what we
have at the present. They wll be database type systens
i nki ng specs, draw ngs, takeoffs, etc.
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Steve Freitas said that Sacranento District has given the
successful contractor source codes for specs (SPECSI NTACT) and
drawi ngs (M crostation of Autocad). The contractor then gives
back as-builts electronically. They haven't had any feedback
yet on how the process worKks.

Ray Duncan suggested insuring that AE's are famliar with
SPECSI NTACT, not just require its use. Sacranmento District
requires a test submttal prior to final submttal. Steve
Freitas said that the Air Force demands that contract
specifications be furnished in Word. There is no problemwth
converting the specifications, but the Corps |oses control of
t hem

Ani | Ni sargand asked if CSSC would want to buy a set of
commercial specifications to ook at, with limted access,
i.e. CSSC commttee nmenbers, mainly to keep informed, but not
for general use. Jim Quinn suggested that we could sinmplify
t he guide specifications by cutting the nunber of submttals,
detailed installation procedures, unnecessary requirenments in
Part 1, |lessons |earned requirenments, and things that are
added for Construction Division.

Freddi e Rush noted that the ER permts districts the
flexibility to include other requirenents (i.e. comrerci al
specifications); CEGS are not required. There are two issues
to be considered: MIlitary Prograns that wants Design-Build
and use of commercial specs, Civil Wrks that will probably
requi re Requests for Proposals or Design-Bid-Build and CEGS.
The CSSC got SPECSI NTACT wi dely accepted; we need to be
careful what nessage we send to the districts. Steve Freitas
expressed a concern that giving contractors free choi ce of
what to use will have a real nmess in dealing with what is
furnished to us. Particularly with EBS, there is a need to
have cl ose control of deliverables.

Johnny Baggette suggested that getting sonmething (commerci al
specifications) to review would allow us to answer questions
when they come up. Then the information could be used when
updati ng guide specifications. Jim Quinn said that the
problemw th this is that the comercial specifications would
have to be reviewed by those witing the guide specifications
to have valid conparison. It was noted that the Navy South
Di vi sion has issued solicitations w thout specifications,
using only criteria and subm ttal requirenents.

Ani| made a notion to purchase (up to $5000) for commerci al

spec for use of technical representatives to review and
conpare. The notion was not seconded, but let to considerable
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di scussi on. Johnny Baggette suggested that we m ght be able
to get the firmto give us copies for review. Jim Quinn noted
that we m ght have to pay the technical representatives for
review tinme. Freddie Rush questioned if there would be
restrictions on use of the commercial specifications. Jim

Qui nn cautioned that this m ght reopen the push to use
commercial specs. Anil said that, if we don't get an answer
at the CSI convention, it would be six nonths, until the next
CSSC neeting to use it.

Anil’s notion was to try to get a copy of a commerci al
specification (Arcom or Masterspec) for use by sel ect people
for review purposes, not for actual use. Freddie Rush
suggested that we need soneone to investigate it. Don Carnen
suggested two steps would be involved: 1) famliarization
with the comrercial specification by CSSC nenbers (sone or all
specifications), then 2) review of the specifications by
technical representatives for evaluation. Freddi e suggested

t hat we coul d possibly get sone copies of sonme specifications,
then provide limted access to the database. Jim Quinn
cautioned agai nst opening can of worns on use of commerci al
specifications. Freddie agreed that we don't want to give the
perception that we have | ess support for SPECSI NTACT.

Johnny Baggette said that custoners say “if comerci al
specifications work for Design-Build, why not use them for
other jobs”. Freddie replied that we have to get conpetition
so only CEGS works; for Design-Build projects, the conpetition
is achi eved through the sel ection process.

Steve Freitas recommended requiring Techni cal Representatives
and Techni cal Proponents to review comrercial guide spec
pertaining to their specifications when updating them Johnny
Baggette agreed that this would not result in a problem of
sendi ng the wrong nessage about SPECSI NTACT, and would still
get sonme aspects of commercial specs into our guide specs.

Jim Quinn rem nded the conmttee that revisions to guide

speci fications and new gui de specifications are coordi nated
with industry representatives.

Ray Duncan said that there were two issues involved: content
of specifications, and answering questions about the use of
commerci al specifications. JimQuinn's former report would
probably help with providing answers. Jimwll send a copy of
the report to Freddie. Ray nentioned that we al so have to
consi der copyright requirenments when using commercial specs.
We can use ideas fromthe specifications, but not the actual
text.
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Freddi e Rush encouraged committee nenbers to becone famliar
with some comrercial specifications. Larry Seals suggested
instructing those updating or writing new guide specifications
to | ook at commercial specs for content al so.

22. Design Build. At the workshop, Al buquerque District said
at that they had sone Design-Build specifications avail abl e.

Ri ck Dahnke said that Headquarters is not planning to set up
and maintain a set of Design-Build guide specifications. They
are preparing a criteria specification for Federal
requirements to be used in Design-Build solicitations. The
draft should be avail able by Septenber or October. The

criteria docunent will be reviewed by CSSC and will becone
instructions for Design-Build procurement. Rick said it could
be structured for use with Design-Bid-Build. It will include

FAR, DOD and policy requirenents. There are currently sone
Design-Build front-end sections on Techinfo (linked to other
site). These will be maintained by Headquarters.

Carl Kersten reported that the Navy has not set any specific
gui dance on how to do Design-Build contracting, but it does
have set percentages for Design-Build. At present, each
Division is doing it their own way. They plan to try to get
toget her and cone up with policy. He noted that CCB has a
gui de specification from Newport that is 7-8 years old, which
was put on as guide. It is obsolete and is being renoved.

Ray Duncan questioned if anyone is tracking |long-term costs of
desi gn buil d.

Don Carnmen noted that the Al berquerque District Design-Build
tenplate is in SPECSI NTACT format. The link on Techinfo is to
Joel Hoffrman's work at Huntsville. There are currently about
si x docunents in SPECSINTACT format. Phil Royer, Al buquerque
District, and Joel Hoffman, Huntsville, are instructors for

DB.

St eve Gooden nmade a notion recomrendi ng that Design-Build be a
standi ng subcomm ttee of CSSC to investigate issues on Design-
Buil d and report back to CSSC for discussion and
recomrendati ons. The notion was not seconded. Larry Seals
said he thought Ray Navidi was form ng a Design-Build
commttee, and a CSSC subcomm ttee would duplicate it. Steve
Gooden said that he is on the Design-Build comnmttee; his
suggested subcommittee would be only for specifications

rel ated issues. He suggested three or so people. The
question of funding would need to be addressed by CSSC.

Johnny Baggette questioned the need for a standing commttee
since other commttees are working on it. Steve Freitas
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suggested inviting others to attend CSSC neetings to address
such issues. Jim Quinn noted that Design-Build is also in

Ri ck Dahnke's area. M ke Dahl qui st suggested that, since we
have CSSC nmenbers on the Design-Build comnmttee, they could
report back to CSSC on issues. Freddie Rush suggested that we
could ask for a fact sheet for discussion at next neeting.
Steve Gooden withdrew his notions and said that he will keep
up on the issue.

23. New |Issues. Dave Barber expressed appreciation to Don
Carnmen and M ke Dahl qui st for serving on commttee.

Steve Freitas proposed issuing guidance on using WrdSpec to
convert SPECSI NTACT to Word for custoners who want it. The
recommendati on woul d be to use SPECSI NTACT to do processing
and convert to WordSpec at end. Larry Seals suggested adding
hot tips to web page. Jim Witehead gave Charlie a paper on
process that was put in Engineering and Construction News a
coupl e of nonths ago. The article nmay be put on the web site.
Charlie noted that the Engineering and Constructi on News
i ssues are also on website. Steve Freitas will check on it.

Steve Freitas asked if a custoner gives a standard
specification to be used in their project, and, if we sanitize
it to comply with our policy, is there a problemw th using
it? Should we develop a standard for each customer, based on
commands, to nmeet their needs? Freddie Rush asked if we
normal Iy check with O fice Counsel and Contracting involved in
these issues. Steve Freitas said that he doesn't think Ofice
of Counsel gets involved, and that the projects are normally
handl ed by Project Managenent. Freddi e Rush suggested that we
m ght need to |l et our custonmers know that the product nust

meet our |egal requirenents. This could be a selling point
for selling product to customers (Air Force) Anil Nisargand
noted that the Air Force is decentralized, each base has own
criteria and way of doing things. W don't have funds or tine
to convert other specifications, etc. to our way. Don Carnen
said that individual installation requirenents should be an
installation issue. Freddie Rush suggested that we could put
out information on who is doing work for Air Force
installations to permt exchanging informtion and experience.

St eve Gooden noted that neeting with CSI seens to work well

He made a notion to recomend having a standing neeting with
CSI convention each year, probably before convention because
there are a | ot of benefits. Jim Quinn seconded the notion.
The notion passed unani nmously. Ray Duncan said it is good
idea to have nore federal involvenment with CSI and asked if we
could schedule a little tighter to avoid dead time in
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af t er noon.
24. Status of CGuide Specs.

a. Soil and Rock Anchors — Tom Andre reported that the draft
gui de specification has been sent for Corps of Engi neers and

i ndustry review. Coments will be incorporated and the
specification will be submtted for approval later this year
The gui de specification will have tailoring options for soi

or rock, as well as prescriptive or performance type
speci fication.

b. Fracture Critical Menbers - Joe Padul a of WES was waiting
for EM appendi x to be finished. Draft of appendix is out now.
The appendix is witten as if there is no guide
specification. Apparently those preparing it were not
informed that the guide specifications were continuing. The
references in the appendix (CWGS, ER) al so need to be updated.

Freddie Rush will try to get structural technical
representative at Vicksburg District to review the appendi x.
He will then determ ne which guide specifications need to be

updated. Larry Seals suggested getting with Joe Hartman to
rem nd himof the current requirement to coordinate criteria
updates with guide specifications.

c. Concrete Rehabilitation — Tom Andre reported that
Pittsburgh District is prepared to begin work on the guide
specification when funding is received. A request for sanple
specifications and | essons |learned will be sent out this
sunmer .

d. Drainage Structures — Scott Stewart reported that the
Omaha District specification was converted to SPECSI NTACT
format by Vicksburg District. It has a problemwth
references to Federal and Mlitary Specifications and

St andards. Vicksburg is trying to find substitute industry
st andar ds.

e. Mechanically Stabilized Walls — M ke Dahl qui st reported
that the guide specifications are done, and they are worKking
on the Engineering Circular. The final draft has been

conpl eted and sent out for review with comments due 21 June.
Funds have been expended.

f. Gabion study - John Kerkowski report good news, G gi
Gazell e had a baby, but hasn’t finished draft report. He said
there would not be an interimreport. The report will include
gabi on study information, and will be sent out to review prior
to next neeting. He said that, depending on extent of
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comments, next neeting would have the final or prefinal

report. John said nothing terribly dramatic is occurring in
terms of performance. The study will provide gui dance on

whi ch type to use. Both types are already in the guide
specification. The report will also include recomrended
changes to the guide specification. The report will be
avai |l abl e and may be referenced in the guide specification.
Larry Seal s suggested putting a cover on the report and making
it an engineering docunent such as an ETL. The interimreport
is on the CSSC website.

g. Cathodic Protection — Scott Stewart reported that the
specification has been converted to SPECSI NTACT format and has
been updated. It is either at Headquarters for approval or is
ready to go to Huntsville for issue.

h. Metallizing — The specification has been converted and is
at Headquarters. Charlie Baldi will check on its status.

i. Automatic Controls for locks from CERL — The specification
is being converted to SPECSI NTACT format.

j. Systenms Furniture — The gui de specification is being
updat ed.

k. Dredging - Positive responses have been received fromthe
districts for a dredging guide specification. This is now an
Operations call. The information received will be passed on
to Operations for their decision. Don Carnen said that he has
had volunteers to wite it Jacksonville and W I m ngton
Districts. Charlie Baldi asked Don to furnish a tinme and cost
estimate. CSSCis wlling to do prepare the guide

specification; Operations will reviewit. Freddie noted that
there m ght have sone noney avail able this year. The guide
specification will cover coastal and river dredging. Ani

Ni sargand noted that sone projects also have contam nati on.
John Ker kowski urged caution on addressing HTRWissue within
t he dredgi ng gui de specification.

. Articulated Concrete Bl ock Revetnent — There has been sone
positive response to the query. St. Paul District prepared a
proposal to wite spec for $14,000. M ke Dahl qui st said that
the specification would be based on ASTM i nformation that nmay
not be published for a couple of years. Doug Crumw || be
asked to refine the proposal schedule. The proposal wll be
di scussed at the next neeting.

m Roller Conpacted Concrete - A |ot of positive responses
have been received on updating it. Steve Freitas will get a
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cost and schedule estimate for doing it.

n. Concrete Specifications 03301, 03700,03701 — MK. Lee is
in control of these. The specifications have tables from CS
t hat have to be updated constantly. The use of tolerance
tables is a conplicated issue. |t was suggested that a task
group be formed to study the issue at a cost of about $15, 000.
Freddie Rush will get with MK Lee. M ke Dahl qui st
suggested that we nmay have an unsol vabl e i ssue and we may not
want to put nmore noney into it. John Kerkowski recomrended
t hat we should get a better handle on the problemto see if
anyt hi ng shoul d be done.

0. Conposite Piles — A call was received from Lancaster
piling about piles with concrete core and plastic coating.
This is not a proprietary product, but a corrosion resistant
covering. Joe Hartman |iked idea, but didn't want to prepare
any EM gui dance. Freddie Rush said that he thinks we shoul d
have gui dance before preparing guide specifications. There
may be sonme guidance prepared if there is any interest in
districts. Freddie Rush will do a query of the Districts.
Larry Seals suggested that it could be a tailoring option to
exi sting specifications. The query should only ask if the
product is being used in districts, not if they want a guide
speci fication.

p. Resident Managenent System — the RMS guide specification
i's on Techinfo.

24. National Institute of Building Sciences (NIBS).

Earl Kenneth from NI BS gave a presentation on services that
NI BS can provide. WBDG. org is a whole building design guide

devel oped by a contractor for Navy LantDIv. It has
envi ronnmental and sustainability information in it. The idea
is for the guide to be know edge based. It also has docunents

and links to relevant information.

Don Carnmen asked how soon and how nuch it would cost to get
reference publications on CCB. A proposal has been submtted
to IHS for standards that are in guide specifications and
desi gn guidance. N BS will have Governnment publications and
free reference publications. IHS will provide reference
docunments for which there is a charge. There will be four or
five plans for various types of work plus access to individual
documents. The process of providing this systemwon't be
easy. The systemw ||l be web-based and use HTM. and PDF file
formats.
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Earl reported that there are no plans at present to drop CD s
and use only DVD' s due to limted use of DVD's. The goal is
to eventually only use the web-based system The problemwth
goi ng web-based now is the download time for graphics. NAVFAC
and GSA are supporting the NIBS effort. The system can al so
be used for Executive Orders. Air Force is also supporting
the effort and Corps of Engineers MIlitary Prograns has been
working with them

Freddi e Rush questioned sole source contracting with NIBS.
Earl replied that FEMA funds NI BS for sole source docunents
for earth quakes and the courts, Departnment of Education, etc.
have sol e source contracts with NIBS. N BS has letters from
OMB saying sole source is OK, since it is in Congressional

| egi sl ati on.

Thomas E. Andre, P.E.
Secretary, CSSC
1 Encl
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